LETTERS

Heavy Armor’s Success in Iraq
Dear ARMOR:

| am sending this letter to ask that you pub-
lish the text of an e-mail | received today. It is
from a Marine officer assigned to the Marine
Expeditionary Force in Iraq. It is basically an af-
ter-action review and some tactics, techniques,
and procedures learned on using tanks in ur-
ban areas from someone who never really
thought much of tanks before:

“Some more ramblings since | have a few
minutes to spare. | used to pooh-pooh tanks
and the Marine Expeditionary Unit (SOC) pro-
gram. At points, | wish | had a tank company.
The tank platoon is awesome. During the first
couple of days of fighting in Umm Qasr and at
the Az Zubayr naval base, | had to split the
tank platoon in sections and had sections sup-
porting infantry companies. Grunts need to get
used to working with tanks. Once in contact
and the grunts were dismounted, the best
technique seemed to be the grunts working
right alongside the tanks. Be careful of when
the main gun has to shoot. Make sure your
guys are behind and to the sides. A few times
we just had the tanks run over a few machine-
gun nests and just cross-steer, crushing the
guys beneath them.

The new MPAT [multipurpose antitank] round,
which replaced the HEAT [high-explosive an-
titank] round, is great for urban combat. We nor-
mally have the tanks create breaches for our
assault companies to enter buildings. One or
two MPATs will create a hole big enough that
you can drive an IFV [infantry fighting vehicle]
through it. | am sure the guys at SOTG would
be crying because we broke all the rules. We
had to take down the Baath party headquar-
ters in Umm Qasr. We did it with the tank pla-
toon, force recon, and the trailer platoon. We
led with tanks; four tanks got on line and blew
the crap out of the building with their main gun
using MPAT, which created two breaches. Once
the trailers dismounted and moved abreast of
the tanks, they switched to 7.62 and .50 cal,
hosing down the house. When the trailers were
ready to move forward, we shut off the tanks,
and the trailers secured the perimeter of the
house.

Tanks were then again pushed forward. A
section covered each of the incoming roads.
The force platoon went inside and finished the
clearing operation. The biggest take away was
that tanks work great in MOUT [military opera-
tions on urban terrain]. They need infantry sup-
port, which the infantry is more than happy to
do. As long as the supported unit can talk di-
rectly to the tanks, it is fabulous. We blocked,
numbered, and phase lined the entire city and
that system worked well. Often, | could hear
the guys coordinating tank fires by saying,
“they are in building A3,” and “don’t be afraid to
talk them just like an aircraft.” We also commu-
nicated things like, “see the two-story house
with a rusty roof” and “the bunkers are at the
base of the white house to the east of that
one.” The platoon and company commander
adapted well to using the tanks and every com-
pany has had to use them more than once. If
only | could have made more than just a team
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mech. We could have seized our objectives
faster. | could have done a lot with a team tank.

Make sure to manage your fuel. | built a com-
bat train run by the S4. The train had an ambu-
lance team; security vehicle; ambulance; main-
tenance contact vehicle for HMMWVs; a 5-ton
to transport enemy prisoners of war, support a
forward battalion aid station (BAS), and for ex-
tra casualty collection; refueling truck that held
2,700 gallons of diesel; an explosive ordnance
team contact team; and a management main-
tenance team (MMT) with their own security
vehicle to run landing zones. The concept was
to establish the combat train and the S4 could
dispatch the ambulance team to collect casu-
alties. The forward BAS in the back of the 5-
ton would establish and the MMT would set up
the landing zone (LZ). We could vector aircraft
to the companies or ground evacuation back
to our forward BAS and hasty LZ. The other
half of the combat train could repair HMMWVs
and refuel vehicles. A tank platoon needs to
be refueled after 8 hours of continuous opera-
tion. Keep a close watch on this. | had to refuel
and rearm these guys in the middle of a fight
several times. We would refuel a section at a
time so we would always have one engaging
the enemy. On one occasion, the bad guys
made the wrong decision to attack a company
that had just finished a heliborne insert and
was moving down to clear the old port at Umm
Qasr. Luckily, we were refueling a tank section
just north of town about 500 meters from the
company’s location. We finished refueling and
sent the tanks in and through coordination
with the company, the tanks made quick work
of those knuckleheads. The learning point is
always think ahead about refueling and rearm-
ing your tanks. You don’t ever want to run dry.”

As an armor soldier and a master gunner, |
enjoyed this letter and wanted to share it. |
would also say according to this letter, the
MPAT round is a hit. Target, cease fire!

J. BARRY WELCH
MSG, U.S. Army
U.S. Army Sergeants Major Academy

Give Armor Its Due
Dear ARMOR:

As of this writing, American and British forc-
es are on the brink of finally toppling the re-
gime of Saddam Hussein. Had it not been for
the use of the Abrams and Challenger series
tanks, this would not have been possible. There
was an article in a recent past issue of AR-
MOR, in which the author proclaimed that an-
other war like Desert Storm would never hap-
pen again. He further advocated that heavy ar-
mor was going to be obsolete because of its
logistics requirements, lack of quick deploya-
bility, and so on.

Armor should be geared more toward an ur-
ban fight based on the changing roles of the
Army. This is not the first time this notion has
been brought up. Critics in the past have been
skeptical about the future of Armor and its ne-
cessity. We are witnessing the first major war
of the 21st century in which, once again, tanks

have proven their place on the battlefield. This
is by no means intended to take away from our
fellow combat arms soldiers but rather rein-
forces the need for armor as a mainstay of our
heavy forces.

| also believe it is time to look once more at
the need to institute the expert and combat ar-
mor badge program. Undoubtedly, there will be
many well deserving infantrymen pinning on
the combat infantryman’s badge in the near fu-
ture. Medics will have a combat medical badge.
Will our tankers and scouts, who have borne
the brunt of some of the worst combat we have
witnessed since possibly World War II, once
again be denied recognition of their accom-
plishments as armor soldiers? Time will tell.

MSG CHRISTOPHER P. WORICK
North Georgia College and State University
Dahlonega, GA

Regarding Armor Badges
Dear ARMOR:

| offered my Armor Badge (one | bought from
soldiercity.com) to Major General (MG) Whit-
comb at Fort Riley last September when | was
invested into the 34th Armor Regiment. As we
were standing in the receiving line, he men-
tioned that, “There is a lot of resistance to that
[the combat armor badge].” | asked him where
the resistance is coming from and he replied,
“The infantry” The sergeant major that fol-
lowed him just glared at me as | wished him a
nice day. | later read MG Whitcomb’s biogra-
phy and realized that he was a graduate of
West Point in the Infantry branch.

MG Whitcomb’s attitude is consistent with
what | experienced at Cu Chi 35 years earlier.
When we had to pull maintenance away from
our base camp and went to Cu Chi, we were
denied PX and shower privileges and restrict-
ed to a small motor pool area that we could
not leave. My platoon sergeant was so mad
that he accidentally backed over a tool shed.
We were regularly denied drinking water and
tank parts. | never met a grunt that didn’t ap-
preciate our tank next to them at night, but se-
nior noncommissioned officers (NCO) and of-
ficers treated us like second-class citizens. One
day, while we waited 4 hours for engineers to
show up and sweep for mines, we lost two
tanks and an M-88 outside of Cu Chi. After wait-
ing nearly half-a-day, we found out they were
too busy building an NCO club for the division
command sergeant major and were not going
to show. We got off the road approximately
300 feet, and lost my C-32 tank. Had | been in-
side the turret, | would have been killed. Luck-
ily, I was standing in the loader’s hatch and
was catapulted over my tank commander and
landed in the paddy on the other side of him.
C-34 started off the road but didn’t get as far
as we did. Then the vehicle tank recovery (VTR)
got off the road to start recovery and hit a small-
er mine just off the road. All of these mines
were command detonated.

During the long hours of guard duty out in the
field, my tank commander mentioned that they
had considered the CAB after Patton’s run



through France. Patton was still in the political
doghouse for the “slapping incident,” so they de-
cided against it — yet, established a combat
infantry badge with an automatic Bronze Star.

| expect some whining from the elite media
about soldiers wanting another badge, but they
are only looking at a small portion of the view.
To those of us that would like to see this mate-
rialize, | hope | have identified the obstructions
for you to plot a strategy. | understand that you
published the designs in 1991. Would you pub-
lish them again?

GARY LAPP
Green Bay, WI

Rave Review for “The Visible Hand”
Dear ARMOR:

| was impressed by your publication with the
enlightening article, “The Visible Hand: Armor
Looks at the Changing Face of Peacekeeping
in the Balkans.” You are to be commended for
publishing such articles that look at the “other”
missions that cavalry and armor soldiers are
faced with in the current operating environ-
ment. Army National Guardsmen have been

fuffilling different missions within the Bosnia and
Herzegovina (BiH) area since the 49th Armored
Division, Texas Army National Guard, blazed
the trail. They assumed control of the Multi-
national Division-North on 7 March 2000. That
initial trial of the Army National Guard’s ability
to handle a peacekeeping role was a resound-
ing success that paved the way for other units
in following rotations. Their success, | have
always believed, was due to the attributes of
the Guardsmen cited by the authors: “an in-
herent combination of military experience
and exposure to civilian business practices.”

When | was a scout platoon leader in the
Texas Army National Guard, | had a handful of
plumbers and tradesmen, three computer pro-
grammers, two business owners, a telecom-
munications specialist, and a self-made mil-
lionaire in my platoon. My platoon sergeant had
once served in the army of the United King-
dom, and | was a practicing civil engineer. On
the whole, this is a spectacular resume of ex-
perience that is not uncommon in the National
Guard and is one of its great strengths.

| also agree with the authors’ claim that cav-
alry troopers have a specific advantage in de-
ployment on missions such as peacekeeping

(Reprinted from the November-December 1991 issue of ARMOR.)

Proposal for two Armor badges
goes to Department of the Army

General Frederick M. Franks Jr., TRADOC commander, has recommended that the Chief of
Staff of the Army approve a plan by the Chief of Armor to award Combat Armor and Expert
Armor badges similar to the long-established Combat Infantryman’s Badge and Expert
Infantryman’s Badge. If approved by the Chief of Staff, the badges will provide a way to recog-
nize outstanding Armor soldiers, increasing the morale and esprit of the Armor Force.

The Combat Armor Badge

The Combat Armor Badge would be
an exact replica in size and color to
the insignia approved in 1918 for
what was then called the Tank Corps.
The insignia was the second design
authorized for wear and was in use
between 1918 and 1920. George S.

Patton Jr. and other officers of the
Tank Corps wore it during the Battle
of St. Mihiel, 12 September 1918, the
initiation by fire for what is now called
the Armor Force.

Expert Armor Badge

The Expert Armor Badge is an exact
copy of the Armor Branch insignia
worn during World War Il and until
1951, when the current branch insig-
nia was authorized. The Mark IV/V
tank was one of the first tanks suc-
cessfully employed at the Battle of
Cambraiin 1917.The U.S. battalion of
heavy tanks employed it at the Battle
of Epehy during the Meuse-Argonne
Campaign of WWI.

in BiH. A cavalry trooper is typically a well-
trained “jack-of-all-trades” in the combined
arms arena. Troopers and their commanders
are used to operating independently to cre-
atively fulfill a higher commander’s intent. Most
importantly, they know how to gather informa-
tion and paint a picture for the higher com-
mand and other operatives in the theater.

In the future, | would like to see all National
Guard divisions take active steps to embrace
deployment opportunities for their soldiers in
support of missions like those ongoing in BiH
and developing elsewhere. In particular, ad-
vanced training of cavalry troopers for such
missions (task-organized with engineers) would
probably prove to be greatly successful. Other
active steps might include:

e Training at least one officer in a division to
be a resident expert in peacekeeping or sus-
taining operations. A training certificate ob-
tained through correspondence and residence
phases with the United Nations Institute for
Training and Research (UNITAR) Program of
Correspondence Instruction in Peacekeeping
Operations (POCI) would be a great starting
point. These officers could serve as a pool of
resident knowledge in the division staff, proj-
ect officers for missions and liaisons with other
divisions, and advanced party coordinators
when battle-handover occurs in a theater of
operations.

e Augment yearly training guidance with at
least one drill weekend devoted to specifically
training units for such missions.

e Create an organic platoon inside of an area
command specifically focused on planning for
peacekeeping and sustaining missions. The
specific focus of the platoon would be to plan
for and help units and commanders organize
training to ramp up for those types of deploy-
ments.

In closing, National Guard divisions should
embrace missions, such as those in the BiH
area and around the world, realizing the inher-
ent qualities of their soldiers make them highly
qualified for success. Successful missions build
morale, leadership, and esprit de corps that bil-
lions of dollars cannot purchase. National Guard
divisions can also take active steps to ensure
their control over the pace, training, and suc-
cess of their troops in future deployments. Your
thought-provoking article highlights the fact
that National Guardsmen (especially trained
cavalry) can be highly successful in future and
current operations no matter what the opera-
tion’s phase. Active steps to embrace this real-
ity and prepare for it will solidify the National
Guard’s importance in that role.

CPT PATRICK D. NOLAN
C Troop, 1-124 Cavalry (49th AD)
Texas Army National Guard

Expensive Simulations Do Not
Negate Trainer’s Responsibility

Dear ARMOR:

CPT Paul Maxwell’s letter, “Modifying Exist-
ing Hardware to create a Maneuver Simula-
tion,” prompted some strong feelings regard-
ing discussion of simulators and simulation.
He states correctly that it is tough to get re-
peated maneuver experience. The environ-
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ment changes and the operational tempo (OP-
TEMPO) is constantly changed by world events
that put training cycles into disarray.

The need to practice is what has driven the
injection of various simulations into the current
environment. The use of the terms “simulator”
and “simulation” should not be intermixed, as
this causes confusion. A proponent require-
ment to get more gunnery practice drove de-
velopers to build a gunnery-training simulator
that we know as the conduct-of-fire trainer
(COFT). This is a virtual simulator with a lev-
el of fidelity required to train gunnery skills
between the commander and gunner. It is
purpose built to support that specific training
function. It's a self-contained environment and
doesn’t connect with anything else.

When examined at a larger level, almost all
training is a simulation. A training and evalua-
tion program is a simulation. It is a simulation
in a live environment. A training session on
Janus or battalion/brigade simulation (BBS) is
a simulation in the constructive environment.
A session on SIMNET or the close combat tac-
tical trainer (CCTT) is a simulation in the vir-
tual environment. CCTT is different in that the
environment exists to support mounted ma-
neuver training, so soldiers can practice their
individual and collective crew skills at the
same time that leaders practice their platoon
and company collective tasks. Sounds like mul-
tiechelon training. The simulators connected to
the environment, the M1 and M2 modules are
high fidelity to facilitate this. The difference be-
tween the CCTT modules and the COFT is
that the CCTT modules support many more
tasks (gunnery included). The CCTT modules
can interact with each other and enemy forces
present during the simulation.

Just because you want to use simulations in
training does not mean you ignore the coordi-
nation and planning that a complex live train-
ing event would require. It’s just that most folks
understand the live environment because this
is where they have the most experience. Ev-
eryone knows what happens to a tank when it
encounters mud. The CCTT has over 23 differ-
ent terrain types that impact vehicle perfor-
mance, from speed to fuel consumption, and
yes, you can get a tank stuck in the virtual mud.
It will take time for unit leaders to fully inte-
grate the use of simulations into training tool-
kits so they can more readily choose the envi-
ronment that most meets their training needs.
This leads to the requisite “fidelity” discussion.

Let’s take the CCTT versus the “commercial”
LAN-based multiplayer networkable games. As
mentioned above, the number of soil types is
only one of the levels of fidelity offered. The
tank module is another. If the tank commander
on night watch doesn’t recharge his batteries,
the tank won't start at “stand to.” Is that really
required, and why? From the developer’s stand-
point, it was a deliverable to the user. The pro-
ponents, the armor and infantry centers, de-
veloped the requirement and the tasks that
were to be supported by the simulation. The
level of detail was driven by what tasks the us-
ers need to train. This is what drives the level
of fidelity. Can you get that detailed with a
commercial simulation/game? In some cases,
yes; in some cases, no. The tank module is a
high fidelity reproduction of the interior of the
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tank, with all the knobs dials and switches in
all the right places. The commercial guys prob-
ably can’t support that level of detail. Fidelity is
the underlying reason that systems like the
CCTT are expensive and take a long time to
develop. Electronically simulating a live train-
ing environment isn’t easy. If the requirement
is multispectral imaging, to support thermal
sights or night vision, then you have to develop
the technology or buy it from someone and in-
tegrate it into the simulation. This takes time
and money.

| can understand that the movement of the
commercial PC market continues to advance
very rapidly. The seemingly “realistic’ games
and simulations are very impressive. Everyone
wants to use everything available to get the
edge. The CCTT went through a very exten-
sive process called validation and verification
(V&V).This is where outside agencies and sub-
ject matter experts examined various aspects
of the simulation environment, such as vehicle
performance data, simulator measurements
compared to the actual vehicle, ballistics of
the various rounds, and how the visual sys-
tems represented vehicle types to support ve-
hicle recognition tasks. This process gives the
user a pretty good view of how well the devel-
oper built the system to requirement. In some
cases, it was pretty close; in others, some im-
provement was needed. The U.S. Army Train-
ing and Doctrine Command used the V&V re-
sults to accredit the system to be an accurate
enough environment to train actual mission es-
sential task list tasks. This is also why it takes
time. Most commercial developers use public-
ly available data or data from other games and
simulations for their environment. You really
don’t know what you are getting from the com-
mercial game development environment. Re-
member, the primary purpose of a commercial
product is to “entertain,” not to support military
training.

CPT Maxwell has taken some of these tasks
and integrated them into classes at the U.S.
Military Academy. The tasks may not have been
formally evaluated, but by his description, “a
reasonable ‘driver’ for inducing the perfor-
mance of certain tasks to allow the trainer to
evaluate the cadet’s ability to demonstrate the
integration of classroom concepts in a simulat-
ed environment.” This is an appropriate use of
a commercial simulation. The trainer under-
stood what the environment needed and used
what was available with thought to cost sched-
ule and performance. Can you do this on a reg-
ular basis? Possibly, but if the key advocate
leaves the unit without “institutionalizing” the
concept, it probably won't survive. The fallacy
of using commercial software for training is
cost. Someone has to develop the scenarios,
set up the events, and then monitor the execu-
tion. You also have to support the infrastructure.
In essence, you now become your own train-
ing developer. This one is tough to take out of
hide at the unit level. There is not a uniform
level of knowledge at the average tank compa-
ny to carry this off regularly. The other problem
of using the “administrative” LAN at home sta-
tion makes things even more complex — no
division signal officer will allow a LAN party
on his network and risk stability. Even if it is
used for training, there may be other solutions
than using the current infrastructure.

| hope this does not sound negative, but the
training tasks drive the requirement, the level
of fidelity required to support those tasks and
the accuracy of the simulation environment
should all be considered before choosing a
training product — military or commercial.
Homegrown solutions must be supported by
those at home. If 1st Armored Division’s modi-
fication table of organization and equipment
changes or there is a budget cut, who will
maintain the network, play observer controller,
and set up scenarios? If you need tweaks to
the code, will there be enough in the division
budget, after you buy repair parts, to pay for
the tweaks? What if the commercial company
decides to drop the game or goes out of busi-
ness?

The current requirements process is in place
to help with this. If the idea is good enough,
the proponents will approve the idea and sup-
port the military budget process to fund it,
which is great. You now have a supported sim-
ulation that meets a specific training need.
This process is tough and the budget battle is
even tougher. The current home-grown meth-
odology works if you fully understand what is
available in the system, and training is sup-
ported. If you use a commercial off-the-shelf
product, understand its limitations and ensure
it does not compromise task training by induc-
ing unrealistic results. You don’t want to devel-
op bad habits as a result of the training. Train-
ers need to fully understand how the commer-
cial product supports the execution of training
tasks, and when things are unrealistic from
what we know of the “live” environment. A re-
duced level of fidelity and a specific set of
tasks to be trained can most likely be support-
ed by a commercial off-the-shelf simulation.

The trainer’s responsibility to plan, coordinate,
set up, conduct, and evaluate training does not
go away no matter how expensive the product
or how far the training location and facilities
are. No one said that training was easy. The
choices are more high tech. If | were a compa-
ny commander today, | would be fighting for as
much CCTT time as | could get. Ultimately, a
simulation (constructive, virtual, and live) is
there to get you to the after-action review and
that is where you really get your training in-
vestment payback.

DAVID M. DODGE
MAJ, Armor
U.S. Army (Retired)

‘Steel Tigers’ Should Rethink
Lessons Learned from Russian EOD

Dear ARMOR:

| read with interest 1LT John DeRosa’s “Task
Force Steel Tigers,” in the March-April 2003 is-
sue of ARMOR. His effort to find lessons from
the Russian 13th Tactical Group’s experience
in Chechnya is laudable and shared by soldiers
throughout the Army. However, one aspect of
those lessons is to be taken with extreme cau-
tion; that being those gleaned from the discus-
sion on explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) ac-
tivities. Soldiers who assume U.S. Army EOD
tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) are
similar to those found in 1LT DeRosa’s article

Continued on Page 50
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as practiced by Russians are significantly mis-
taken. Some important points must be noted.

Army EOD doctrine is found in U.S. Army
Field Manual (FM) 9-15, Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Service and Unit Operations, May
1996, (currently being replaced by FM 4-30.5).
Performing missions designed to enhance a
commander’s mobility, security, survivability, lo-
gistics, and intelligence, focus our doctrine on
preserving combat power. Editorial space pre-
vents a full discussion on EOD tasks that fall
into that category. Suffice to say that the roles
described in 1LT DeRosa’s article fall so far out
of the parameters of the Army EOD soldier’s
role that to call them “nontraditional,” as the
author does, is a dangerous oversimplification.

Another difference between U.S. Army and
Russian army EOD forces is in our institutional
alignment. Our EOD soldiers are proud mem-
bers of the ordnance corps. Although we work
well on the battlefield with our comrades in the
engineer corps, we are not engineers and we
do not entertain thoughts of performing engi-
neer missions. Others that attempt to perform
our missions do so at their own peril. Those
activities described in the article are solely
within the realm of the combat engineer. Em-
ploying U.S. Army EOD assets to reduce struc-
tures and obstacles on the battlefield would be
a negligent misuse of a small corps of special-
ly trained soldiers — EOD soldiers. While both
engineer and EOD soldiers, along with others,
such as ammunition specialists and Special
Forces, are trained in the use of explosives,
only EOD soldiers receive specific training re-
garding the identification and functioning of
explosive ordnance. The identification, render
safe, and disposal of munitions require a spe-
cial course of study and a dedicated career
path. Those who believe that all skills requiring
the use of explosives are interchangeable are
headed down a path guaranteed to cause mil-
itary misfortune, a lesson that unfortunately re-
quires reinforcement in every conflict, including
Operation Iragi Freedom. Like many military
lessons, this one is often learned with an ac-
companying loss of life.

Using lessons learned from foreign military
operations has great utility and is well estab-
lished in our military history. All soldiers are
encouraged to learn from others. The author
states that the lessons learned from the Rus-
sian 13th Tactical Group have been placed in
the Steel Tigers’ military operations in urban
terrain (MOUT) tool bag. | sincerely hope that
when it comes to using explosive ordnance dis-
posal assets that this is not the case. Rather,
the more useful course of action would be for
armored and cavalry soldiers to seek out their
supporting EOD unit to learn directly how the
specialized capabilities of these highly trained
soldiers can help assure battlefield success.

JAMES H. CLIFFORD
Command Sergeant Major
United States Army

Simms Overlooks the Objective
Dear ARMOR:

In reference to the article, “Analysis of the
Battle of Kursk,” in the March-April 2003 issue

of ARMOR, CPT Simms’ analysis using the
principles of war is informative, however, over-
looks the most glaring failure on the part of the
German High Command — objective. The
Germans never had a clearly defined, deci-
sive, and obtainable objective.

The Germans were clearly too weak to de-
stroy the Red Army Forces within the salient,
and they could not possibly strike deep enough
to encircle the entire Red Army reserve posi-
tions. Hitler did not want to sit on the defensive.
Hence, a city was pointed to on the map and
declared the objective (much like the opera-
tions against Stalingrad and Leningrad) and
the rest is history.

CHESTER A. KOJRO
LTC, Armor, USAR (Ret.)

Scout CASEVAC Article Hits the Spot
Dear ARMOR:

| would like on comment on CPT Geoffrey Nor-
man’s article (“Planning Scout Casualty Evac-
uation,” March-April 2003).

First, | am very excited and would like to con-
gratulate ARMOR for publishing three casual-
ty evacuation articles over the past year.

CPT Norman'’s article is an excellent exam-
ple of a scout evacuation technique. What he
did not come right out and say, although cer-
tainly inferred in his article, is that scout evacu-
ation (brigade recon team or task force) is ab-
solutely a combat mission, requiring meticu-
lous planning across the brigade combat team
(BCT). Detailed coordination and planning be-
tween task force and BCT planners, to include
medical planners, field artillery for suppres-
sion of enemy air defense, forward support
medical evacuation team, and standardized
marking and recognition signals are critical to
the success of scout evacuation. It is not a
mission that any one element can plan in a
vacuum and expect any measure of success;
it truly takes a team effort.

Additionally, CPT Norman places all of the
planning responsibility on the TF S4. | would
simply ask all of those S4s to force their medi-
cal platoon leaders to be an active member of
casualty evacuation/medical evacuation plan-
ning. Heck, make him help with all of the TF
combat service support (CSS) planning; he has
to learn this stuff someday, if we expect him to
grow into a good medical/CSS planner.

DAN BRANT
CPT, Medical Service Corps
Adler 24

Doctrinal Confusion?
Dear ARMOR:

While | appreciate many of the concerns
raised by CPT Thomson in his March-April
20083 article, “Focused Reconnaissance and
Developing Battlespace in the Armored Cav-
alry Troop,” he has missed the doctrinal an-
swers already available. | do not criticize him,
but rather the current state of doctrinal confu-
sion that he rightly identifies.

While his article’s focus is at the cavalry troop
level, the tasking problems, such as insuffi-
cient time and too many named areas of inter-
est, are at squadron and above levels. His
crosswalk of doctrinal tasks is valid, but must
be considered in the context of the appropriate
echelon addressed. CPT Thomson is right on
target for noting the utter uselessness of U.S.
Army Field Manual 3.0, Operations, at squad-
ron level and below.

However, the issue of “stealthy recon” ver-
sus “fighting for information” really is driven by
mission, enemy, terrain, troops - time available
and civilians (METT-TC). The cavalry troop
has been reorganized many times and never
will everyone be satisfied. It is always a de-
bate between how much is overwatching the
scout, versus giving the show away because
of all of the armored fighting vehicles bring-
ing weapons to bear. How many readers re-
call the 10-vehicle combined arms cavalry pla-
toon with five M114s, three M551 Sheridans,
an M106 4.2" mortar carrier, and an M113 In-
fantry squad?

However, “battlespace” and “force ratios” are
terms applied to higher levels and have little
application at troop levels. Cavalry platoons
are rarely concerned with such and are satis-
fied to have survived the meeting engage-
ment, while the proposed battlespace density
only confuses the issue. Instead, there is a
ready doctrinal answer.

Cavalrymen should use FM 17-95, Cavalry
Operations, as their primary source. It is well
laid out by echelon. Consider the article’s con-
cern with zone recon. See chapter 3, “Recon-
naissance Operations,” Section Ill, “Zone Re-
connaissance.” It presents the primary and as-
sociated tasks, and then addresses regiment,
squadron, and troop planning considerations,
in descending order.

Now, if the division commander cannot focus
his named areas of interest, or the squadron
commander cannot correlate tasks against
time available, well that's a personal leader-
ship problem that must be resolved by the
chain of command, but it is NOT due to lack of
doctrine.

But again, start with FM 17-95. It is a good
guide. Then, at your leisure, pull out the old his-
tory books and study up on where we’ve been,
what we’ve done, and how we got to be the
way we are today.

CHESTER A. KOJRO
LTC, Armor, USAR (Ret.)

Correction

In the March-April 2003 issue of ARMOR,
Major Harold Buhl's article, “The Future of
Scout and Cavalry Systems,” contained an ed-
itorial error. On page 22, column 1, the first
bullet comment on multispectral RS3 reads,
“Identify the threat beyond the scout’s recogni-
tion and weapons range.” It should read,
“Identify the threat beyond his recognition and
weapons range” ARMOR apologizes to the
author for this oversight.

CHRISTY BOURGEOIS
Managing Editor
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